154   CORPORATIONS, KINDRED ORGANIZATIONS
Because in Illinois domestic banks were forbidden to hold
stock in another bank corporation, the Supreme Court of
Illinois held that a foreign bank corporation licensed to do
business was not authorized to purchase bank stock, purchase
and transfer of the stock being "ultra vires and void."150 The
Court thus directly denied the corporate powers acquired in
another state. But, if ordinarily the theory of special powers
and the doctrine of illegality should be clearly separated/51
this is doubly needed where a legal prohibition is territorially
limited. The true solution was simply to extend the policy
of Illinois, viz., that no bank should hold stock in another
bank, to the branch of a foreign bank. On the same line, it was
declared public policy in Illinois that no corporation, whether
domestic or foreign, should engage in the business of buying
and selling real estate, although the statute seemed not to
envisage foreign corporations.152 Unincorporated associations,
whether domestic or foreign, have been held excluded from
writing insurance in Idaho.153 A foreign corporation, author-
ized in Michigan to do telegraph business was not granted
a concession for other, viz., telephone, business "for which
a domestic corporation could be formed," but the court saw
clearly that what the statute intended was to prohibit one
corporation from engaging in both kinds of business, and this
policy was decisive.154
The obvious conclusion may be verified by counterproof.
Although in Illinois a corporation cannot be organized to do
different classes of insurance business, there is no implied
prohibition for a New York corporation155 to do such multi-
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